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thank them. I think it gives a new face
for the capital. It says that people do
care.

Mr. Speaker, I think we do best as
Americans when we respond to others
to show that we are neighbors. Yes, we
are legislators, but also we are human
beings in America.
f

EDUCATION SPENDING BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLETCHER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) is recognized for 60 minutes as the
designee of the majority leader.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I am
joined tonight by a couple of col-
leagues and others that I know are ex-
pecting to come over to the floor to
help in this discussion.

What we want to focus on this
evening is our efforts to pass a series of
appropriations bills that bring this
country in under the budget caps that
both the Congress and the White House
had agreed to previously and, also, to
alert our colleagues as to some of the
real challenges that confront us as a
Congress tonight and over the weekend
and over the next couple of days that
we are here in Washington as we move
toward this deadline of Wednesday that
we have set for ourselves, an expecta-
tion and anticipation that we will be
able to arrive at a compromise with
the White House.

Because it is very clear, Mr. Speaker,
that compromising with the White
House is an expensive proposition.

The Congressional Budget Office, as
had been pointed out by colleague the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON) who spoke just a few moments
ago, had certified that the proposal
that Republicans had put forward does
balance the budget without raiding the
Social Security trust fund and dip into
Social Security funds to pay for Gov-
ernment, as has been the tradition over
a great many years. And we are have
very proud of that, and we want to
stick as closely as possible to that ulti-
mate goal.

But things are getting a little more
challenging in these negotiations with
the White House. And I want to talk
specifically about the budget as it re-
lates to the topic of education.

The United States Department of
Education is an agency that controls
approximately $120 billion in assets and
expenditures, about $35 billion in an-
nual expenditures, at least according
to the dollar amounts that we have set
for the Department of Education; and
the balance being the loan portfolio
that the Department of Education
maintains.

Well, the President believes that we
need to spend more. We have in fact, as
I mentioned, budgeted $35 billion for
the Department in the current spend-
ing bill, including $1.2 billion for the
process of teaching to help appeal to
the professional senses of our educators
and classroom professionals through-

out the country, to provide for more
training for more teachers for those
districts that wish to hire them and to
do so within a framework of flexibility,
not constraints but flexibility, in ex-
change for accountability.

We believe there is a legitimate role
for the Federal Government to be con-
cerned about local schools but not to
run them. We want to send the dollars
back to local school districts, back to
classrooms, and appeal to the profes-
sional sensibilities and the care and
compassion and concern of qualified
superintendents, school principals, lo-
cally elected school board members,
and so on.

Therein lies the difference, Mr.
Speaker, that I want to zero in on to-
night. Because the President’s plan and
the reason he vetoed the education
spending bill, the reason he is holding
that particular bill up at this very mo-
ment is a matter of philosophy. You
see, we really do believe on the Repub-
lican side in our philosophy and our
values of getting dollars back to the
States with freedom and flexibility.

But the President, instead, would
like to hire approximately 100,000 Gov-
ernment agents, Federal agents, and
have those Federal employees working
in classrooms and in my school where
my children are educated. We believe,
the Republican side, we want to give
those dollars to classrooms and give
them to local leaders and so on, but we
do not want to define specifically how
those dollars must be spent. We do not
want to confine principals. We do not
want to constrain superintendents. We
do not want to limit the options and
the freedom and liberty that local
elected educators have. And we also
want to honor and respect the leader-
ship of governors throughout the
country.

There was a reporter just today who
asked the President the following ques-
tion, and I will quote the question. He
says, ‘‘Mr. President, on the issue of
funding for teachers, sir, you resent it
when Congress tells you to spend
money in ways which you do not deem
appropriate.’’

Let me stop right there at the report-
er’s question as it was put to the Presi-
dent. The President does disagree with
this. We want to get dollars to the
classrooms, to the local schools, and
allow local professionals to determine
how best to utilize those funds in the
best interest of children. As the re-
porter accurately points out, the Presi-
dent resents it when Congress tells
‘‘you’’, the President, to spend money
in ways which do you not deem appro-
priate.

The reporter goes on: ‘‘Why should a
state governor who would like to spend
that money differently feel any dif-
ferently?’’ And of course, the President
has a different answer when it comes to
governors. Here is what the President
said in responding to governors and to
this question. He said, ‘‘Well, because
it’s not their money.’’

Now, this is the problem with Wash-
ington. In fact, that is what is sick

with this city in Washington, D.C.,
when it comes to taking cash from the
American people, bringing it here to
Washington, sending those dollars back
to the States, and putting crippling
rules and regulations on those dollars
and placing conditions on those dol-
lars, which is what governors resent
and what governors feel differently
about.

The President’s answer is one that so
many people in this bureaucratic men-
tality of Washington represent. He
says, ‘‘Well, because it’s not their
money.’’

The point being, this money must be
his money. This money must be Gov-
ernment’s money. This money must
have been created somehow by people
here in Washington.

Well, I think most Americans, when
they realize the attitude that comes
from the other end of Pennsylvania Av-
enue, it does not represent them, that
this attitude is what people are most
disgusted about when they think about
Washington, D.C.

We are trying to change that in this
budget. That is the element of the de-
bate that currently is holding up the
agreement from going forward in this
negotiation between the White House
and the Congress.

Well, we passed legislation, as I men-
tioned earlier, that deals with this ef-
fort to try to get dollars to local school
districts and do it in a much more pow-
erful and effective way and a way that
more closely approximates the local
priorities of school districts. And we
are very serious about following
through on that.

We believe the liberty to teach and
the freedom to learn are goals and ob-
jectives to which not only this Con-
gress should aspire but the American
people in general wish us to pursue,
and we are going to stay on that
course.

The argument is compounded even
further in our position, and the
strength of it I think becomes even
more apparent when you consider to-
day’s headline in the New York Daily
News. I know this is small, but it is a
copy of the front page. ‘‘Not Fit to
Teach Your Kid. In some city schools,
50 percent of teachers are uncertified,’’
says the headline in the New York
Daily News.

And the article that follows this
headline shows that when you throw
dollars at a goal of just simply hiring
more Government employees that fre-
quently you do not get the quality of
teachers in this case that the American
people would expect and that children
in fact need.

That is, I am afraid, the ultimate
goal of the President’s approach of re-
stricting the dollars as they go to
States, restricting them by tying
strings to them, attaching mandates to
those dollars. It will result I submit,
Mr. Speaker, in more headlines like
this not just in New York City but
throughout the country. It is the kind
of headline that we are working very
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hard to avoid, in fact, and have head-
lines that we can be quite proud of
about the professional kinds of teach-
ers that we have in mind for hiring
around the country through the leader-
ship and through the initiative of gov-
ernors, State legislators, school board
members, principals, and super-
intendents.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the floor to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PE-
TERSON) who has worked very hard on
this very topic and knows quite well
how important it is to fight to get dol-
lars to the classroom.

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER) for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting, be-
cause most budget battles are about
dollars, but the education debate going
on in Washington now is not about
more money. There is no argument
about how much money we should
spend but where the control lies.

I think this is a pretty significant
discussion that the American people
needs to take seriously. And the ques-
tion I ask, should the Federal Govern-
ment dictate priorities for our local
school districts? I think the vast ma-
jority of Americans would vote no to
that. The vast majority of Americans
would not want the Federal Govern-
ment dictating local educational
policies.

Now, it is interesting, last year in
some debate I remember the numbers, I
think we take credit for supplying be-
tween 6.8 to 7 percent of the local dol-
lars for basic education. But many said
we provide 70 percent of their bureau-
cratic nightmares. In other words, to
get your hands on the Federal money,
you have to have a lot of expertise.
And it is interesting, when you look at
the numbers of school districts who get
very little Federal money and those
who get a lot, that is the answer.

So small, rural school districts,
which I represent, I have school dis-
tricts who get less than one-half of one
percent of their money from the Fed-
eral Government. So no matter what
we do here, it will not have a huge im-
pact. And why do they not get that
money?

Well, in rural school districts you
have a school superintendent and he is
the butcher, the baker, and the candle-
stick maker. He does not have a fi-
nance officer. He does not have a cur-
riculum director. He or she plays nu-
merous roles because they do not have
the dollars to have this bureaucracy
within the school districts that can go
after Federal dollars.

Most school districts that are suc-
cessful have specialized grantsmen who
do nothing but look through the
records and find out what programs
may apply and how to apply for them.
Urban suburban areas also have the
luxury of educational consultants they
can hire to help them get the Federal
money.

Now, when you have a bureaucratic
system like that, it is rich get rich and

the poorer get poorer because the poor
do not have the money to invest in get-
ting the Federal money. That is why in
Pennsylvania, where I come from,
there are schools who get less than
one-half of one percent of their money
from the Federal Government and
there are schools that get 12 and 13 per-
cent of their money from the Federal
Government. Now, that is 25 times as
much. Is that fair? No, that is not fair.
But that is Federal bureaucracy, this
federalized system.

It is interesting because now the
President is really hanging out out
there and I heard his top people over
the weekend talking about they were
hanging out for a 100,000 teachers. In
other words, if you will hire teachers,
you can get in line for this money. But
if you need computers, if you need
more classrooms, if you need tech-
nology of some kind, if you need your
school wired, if you need new books, we
are not going to help you.

Now, I think that that is the mis-
take. And I want to relate it back to
several years ago the President wanted
100,000 cops, and the record on that pro-
gram in place a number of years now
has never put 100,000 cops on the
streets of America.

In fact, I recently had my staff work-
ing with two communities who are on
hard times who got seduced by that
program to hire more cops because
they were free and they could use the
police protection. But now they are
finding out that is a temporary pro-
gram and that is this teaching pro-
gram, if I understand it right, it is a
temporary program. So they are going
to hire more teachers and in a couple
years there will be no Federal money
to pay for them, they will have to have
the local resources.

Now, should we be seducing schools
and communities to hire more teachers
and more cops if we are not going to be
there year after year? Is that how we
build a good educational system? I do
not think so. Because just a few years
ago, we had more computers and more
technology, more emphasis on science
and math. And basic literacy has been
an issue year after year, and we have
several dozen literacy programs.
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Is it cost effective to have several
dozen literacy programs that schools
can apply for, or to have one literacy
program? Now we have several dozen.
We have had programs to promote pa-
rental involvement. We have had pro-
grams suggested that we should build
schools from the Federal level. And, of
course, the issue of accountability
never really gets addressed very much.
And I think that is the question par-
ents ask, is how do we keep our edu-
cational system accountable?

It is interesting as we have this de-
bate and the unfairness of it, when we
have 6.8 percent of the money is what
we claim funds local education. I re-
cently asked the Department of Edu-
cation in Pennsylvania, I would like a

printout of the money that each and
every school district in Pennsylvania,
and there are 530 some, gets to fund
their schools, local money, State
money and Federal money. They have
that, and they gave me this printout.
The part that surprised me was when
they added up the column for Federal
aid, it came to 3.1 percent. We said,
there must be something wrong. So we
sent it back to them. We said, you
must have missed some Federal pro-
gram, some major one. They came back
to us and they said, no, we think all
Federal money is included.

So the question I ask is, if 6.8 percent
is what we are supposed to be pro-
viding, and if only 3.1 percent in this
State, Pennsylvania, is getting into
the classroom, where did the rest of the
money go? I do know one thing, that
when I served in State government, the
bureaucracy there was pretty well
funded with Federal dollars. We have a
bureaucracy here in town funded with
Federal dollars. We have regional bu-
reaucracies that are funded with Fed-
eral dollars. It is my opinion, and I am
not saying 3.1 percent is totally accu-
rate because I expected to have a cou-
ple of percent chewed up in bureauc-
racy. I did not expect over half.

But as we continue to review this, I
think it helps make the argument we
make. Let us fund dollars that get to
the classroom. Let us not say to
schools, if you want our money, you
have got to buy computers or you have
got to hire teachers or you have to
build more schools or you have to do
certain things, because those things
vary from State to State and commu-
nity to community. We have 530 school
districts in Pennsylvania. Multiply
that by 50 States. There is a huge dif-
ference in what goes on in Alaska and
what goes on in Florida and what goes
on in Maine and what goes on in Mis-
souri or Arizona, or Pennsylvania, or
California. There are very different
parts of this country.

I think saying 100,000 teachers is
about politics. That is a slogan. That is
a campaign issue. That is not about
helping education. Because if we really
wanted to help education, we would cut
through this bureaucratic maze and we
would get dollars into the classroom
that would be allowed to fix up the
classroom, that would be allowed to
hire more teachers if that is the goal,
would be allowed to buy more com-
puters and more technology, buy more
books, do things that enhance the edu-
cational process, recruit the right kind
of teachers for science and math which
are in short supply, but allow the local
districts to make those decisions of
how they can best use those dollars.

I say, Mr. President, when I have
school districts that get less than 1
percent of their funding from the Fed-
eral Government, I am sure they are
not going to be standing up clapping
when you talk about 100,000 new teach-
ers, because there is no way they can
reach that.

I just want to share, I was dis-
appointed in the President’s comments
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today. He said, ‘‘Well, because it’s not
their money,’’ and he is not the first
politician that has said that. Lots of
politicians have said that. It is like it
is their money. But he went on to say,
‘‘If they don’t want the money, they
don’t have to take it. If they are of-
fended by it, they can give it to the
other States and other school dis-
tricts.’’ I am disappointed in that kind
of rhetoric at this point in the process.
I am disappointed in that kind of an at-
titude, because I think it is time that
we think about the kids, we think
about maximizing their potential edu-
cation, and stop arguing about polit-
ical slogans that will be used in bro-
chures another 12 months and get down
to saying, let us get the money to the
schools. If we are only getting 60 per-
cent of it there, let us say we try to get
70 this year. If we are only getting 50
percent there, let us say we try to get
65 and next year 85 and let us get the
money driven out. Let us somehow
work through this bureaucratic maze
that is chewing up these bucks and
have the money go out there in some-
way that poor districts, that rural dis-
tricts who do not have grantsmen, who
do not have a lot of staff can get their
fair share of Federal resources.

The Federal program, in my view, re-
wards the rich, those who have the
staff, those who have their own bu-
reaucracy and can meet the needs of a
Federal bureaucracy and leaves the
poor, impoverished school districts out
to lunch.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Your comments
about the differences between rural dis-
tricts, urban districts, wealthy dis-
tricts and poor districts is right at the
heart of this debate over Clinton teach-
ers versus local school teachers. It
comes down to this. There are many,
many places in America where districts
need more teachers. They need the re-
sources to hire more teachers, get
them into classrooms, reduce class
size, where these are the locally estab-
lished goals, goals established by lo-
cally elected school board members, by
principals who know the names of the
students in those classrooms, by super-
intendents who know the names of the
principals and so on. For those school
districts, we say you ought to be able
to spend your money on classroom re-
duction, to hire new teachers, local
teachers if you would like.

The President’s answer is one that
you have summed up perfectly, refer-
ring to his comments earlier today,
that we should do it Clinton’s way, be-
cause, as he says, well, because it is
not their money. It is not that local
principal’s money, it is not that Gov-
ernor in Pennsylvania’s money or Colo-
rado’s money. This money somehow,
according to people in the White
House, belongs to, well, the White
House, and they therefore believe that
they have some title to define how
those dollars should be spent. The prin-
cipals who want to hire more teachers,
they ought to be able to use their
funds, their Federal funds, to hire more

teachers, but those that wish to invest
in technology, to buy a new school bus,
to resurface the roof, to do a number of
other things that they might believe to
be more important, to target those dol-
lars to reading programs for disadvan-
taged children and things of that sort,
those teachers ought to have the full
freedom, the full liberty to use their
money as they see fit. That is the dif-
ference. We view these precious dollars
that taxpayers send to Washington and
we then send back to the States as the
taxpayers’ money. Down at the White
House, they view these dollars as the
White House’s money. When the Presi-
dent uses that kind of language and
that kind of attitude, I want our col-
leagues and the American people to
know that the President is in for a
fight on this one. These dollars do not
belong to people in Washington. Ameri-
cans work too hard to earn these dol-
lars and send them here. I think they
send too much here. But acknowl-
edging that they work hard to send
those dollars here to Washington, I
want people to know that there is a
party here in Washington that is going
to stand up and look after those dollars
and is going to send them back home
with the fewest amount of strings and
regulations and red tape and mandates
attached, and that this is a fight worth
fighting and we are going to stand in
there for those children who ultimately
will benefit from greater academic lib-
erty and freedom and more managerial
freedom at local levels.

It also raises another point, and, that
is, did we not already provide these
100,000 Clinton teachers? Did we not al-
ready fund them? Because that was in
last year’s budget as well. What hap-
pened to those? As it turns out, the
President estimated that he had only
hired 21,000 teachers with the dollars
we appropriated and as it turns out, an
even deeper analysis concludes that we
probably did not even hire those teach-
ers with the funds that the White
House insisted on last year. And so
when you send these kinds of dollars to
specific school districts and tell them
that you have just got to go out and
hire people, what happens is exactly
what happens in New York, if you read
the New York Daily News today, that
in New York they took the cash. Of
course, there is no principal or super-
intendent or school board that is going
to turn down the cash. They took the
cash and they hired teachers who are
not certified, because they just had to
spend the money, just spend cash. It
did not matter whether the children
were benefitting. It did not matter
whether the kids were getting smarter.
It did not matter whether they were
hiring teachers that were capable of
teaching. They just hired people,
uncertified teachers in this case, as
many as 50 percent in some New York
schools. This is a bad formula for edu-
cation in America and it is not the for-
mula we want to see.

I know there are a great number of
us here in Congress who focus on this

topic and feel passionately about it.
Another one is with us today, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCKEON),
a member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce and sub-
committee chairman, one who has
demonstrated day after day and time
after time his commitment to getting
dollars to the classroom and looking
out for children rather than the edu-
cation special interests that we find
here in Washington, D.C.

I yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. SCHAFFER) for taking the time to
set up this special order to give us a
chance to talk a little bit about what
we are trying to do in education on our
side of the aisle.

Last year, early this year, we in our
subcommittee started holding hearings
on what we could do to improve and to
help education. We were specifically
looking at what we could do to help
improve teaching. We started holding
hearings around the country and here
in Washington and people came and
testified before us, people from various
phases of education, administrators,
teachers, school board members, par-
ents, and they all said one thing in
common, that the most important per-
son in teaching is the parent; number
two, the next most important person is
the teacher. I think we all agreed on
that and in a bipartisan way we moved
forward and crafted legislation that
said we would send money to the local
school districts and let them decide
how they would spend that money. We
gave the highest priority to classroom
reduction, class size reduction, because
we felt that was a very high priority.
However, if the district was unable to
hire qualified teachers, we said that
they could use that money to train the
teachers that they now had.

We had a young man, a young educa-
tor, African-American from Wash-
ington, D.C. come in to testify. He had
been teaching, he said, for a couple of
years, and he felt very inadequate. He
was put in a third-grade class and was
told to teach these children how to
read. He knew how to read and the
principal said, you know how to read,
teach them how to read. But he had
never in his education had a class on
how to teach reading, and he was very
frustrated. He felt like he was not
doing an adequate job and he was ready
to leave the profession. Fortunately,
somebody was able to get him to a
class where he was able to learn how to
teach and he was doing a much better
job, his students were prospering, he
was feeling better about himself and
stayed in the profession.

I have some real concerns about hir-
ing a lot of people that may not be ade-
quately prepared. In my own State of
California, we reduced class size a cou-
ple of years ago, we put that as the
number one priority from the governor,
they mandated from the State head-
quarters class size reduction, and it has
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resulted in over 30,000 underqualified
teachers in California.

Another example, Jacques Steinberg
of the New York Times wrote that 58
percent of newly hired teachers in the
Los Angeles Unified School District,
which is part of my district, are not
certified. Instead, some were hired
solely on their experience of leading
church or camping groups. I am not
saying that these are not good people
and I am not saying that they are not
concerned and they are trying to do
their best, I am just saying that they
are not prepared. We said in our bill
that you take the money and you de-
cide what is best for your local school
district. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PETERSON), the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER), myself
from southern California, all have dif-
ferent kinds of districts.

I served for 9 years on a local school
board. I was very frustrated with the
mandates coming from Washington, or
the mandates coming from Sac-
ramento. That was one of the reasons
why I ran for Congress and why I am
happy to be on the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce and why I
wanted to, to see if we could not try to
solve a problem. Many Democrats
joined with us in this legislation on
teacher empowerment. They felt like it
was the right thing to do. We talked
and said, once in a while you can do
the right thing here. But it is like the
President is stuck on this 100,000 teach-
ers and no matter what we do or say,
he says, we are not leaving town until
we give him a program for 100,000
teachers. We say, we have the program.
The only thing we are saying is, we are
not going to run it out of Washington,
we are going to let the local people de-
cide. The money is there. Take the
money. If you need it to hire teachers,
do it. If you need it to train teachers,
do it. If you need it to provide merit
pay to ensure that your teachers do a
better job or the better teachers are re-
warded, do it. If you need it for tenure
reform or other innovations, do it. But
you have the responsibility. You have
the ability.

I represented our area in the State
school board association for the time
when I was on the school board. We had
6,000 locally elected school board mem-
bers in California. They were good peo-
ple. They were sincere. They really
wanted to do what was right for the
children. But their hands in most cases
are tied, because of mandates that
come out of Washington. If we send
this money out and say, you can use it
because the President says so for a
Federal mandate to reduce class size,
K–3, to 18 children, I do not know
where they got that magical number,
but that is what they said and that is
the only choice you have, and like the
gentleman from Pennsylvania said, his
district probably will not see any of
that money. Your districts may not see
some of that money. But what we are
saying is use it to improve the teachers
that you now have. Help them do a bet-
ter job.

We did a press conference today and
outside we were talking to a reporter.
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And there was one of our security
people standing right there, a mother;
and I could see, she heard us talking
and I could just see she wanted to enter
into this conversation. And the re-
porter was asking questions, well, do
you feel like you have reneged because
you agreed to the President’s 100,000
teachers last year and now you are
backing out from it? I said look, we are
not backing off of that at all. We are
just saying that instead of Washington
having to decide, we let the local peo-
ple decide. Ask this lady right here.
She looks like a mother. Ask her if she
wants to have the best qualified teach-
er or if she wants the smaller class
size.

We say, she can have both. I have six
children that grew up through the pub-
lic education system. I have 17 grand-
children now growing up through the
public education system. I have talked
to my daughters, and I have talked to
my daughters-in-law; and I find out
what is going on in the school and they
say look, if we have a chance to get the
best teacher in the second grade class,
and all teachers are not equal, if we
have a chance to get that teacher and
the class size is 25, worse is the teacher
that they just hired to fill a Wash-
ington mandate and maybe made the
class size 18, if I had my choice, I will
take the teacher, the good, qualified
teacher in the 25-student classroom,
because I know my student will get a
better education than they will in a
smaller class size with a poorly pre-
pared or inadequately prepared teach-
er.

All we are saying, we are not fighting
over the money, we are not fighting
with the President. We are saying, Mr.
President, join us. Call this your bill.
Make it the Clinton Teacher Empower-
ment Act. I do not care. But let us put
the students first, let us put our chil-
dren first, and let us let their parents
at the local level, the school boards at
the local level be involved in the deci-
sion. Let them decide. Because one-
size-fits-all out of Washington will not
work.

We are going to hold on this. We
think this is important. If we have to
stay here, Mr. President, until Christ-
mas, if you have to miss your trip
around the world to stay here to work
with us on it, let us do it; but let us re-
member the children first. I thank the
gentleman.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman points out really a lack of a
distinction, I suppose, between the
White House and the Congress when it
comes to the actual dollars, because
the reality is, there is no difference of
opinion on the dollar amount for edu-
cation and for the education budget.

We are prepared to spend $35 billion
on the Department of Education, and
that is what we budgeted. In fact, when
we really look at the bottom line, the

Republican Congress has proposed
more money and has spent more money
on education this year than the Presi-
dent himself had requested and had
suggested in the education budget. So
this is not about spending money. That
argument has been taken away from
the White House.

This is about how the money is spent,
whether it goes to States with the
flexibility and freedom to hire more
teachers if they want, to buy more
computers if they want, to do more
training if they want, to focus more on
teacher quality if they would like,
versus the President’s answer which as-
sumes that it is not their money, as
the President said; the American peo-
ple, it is not their money and the
States, and make that assumption and
send those dollars back to States with
constraining, restrictive rules that say,
you may only spend those education
dollars in a narrow sort of way.

I represent a lot of rural districts in
my congressional district. Even if we
assume there are 100,000 teachers in
this package, which there are not, as
we saw last year, it is not even 21,000
that the President had thought he
counted in the current year; it is much
less than that. When we spread 21,000
teachers across the country, let us be
generous. Let us say we really do hire
100,000 new Clinton teachers. Let us say
we hire those teachers out of Wash-
ington and spread them out across the
country. When we get to the small dis-
tricts of America, they do not get any.
There are no teachers left by the time
we get to these rural areas. They are
all consumed by the large inner city
metropolitan areas around the coun-
try, and most children in most school
districts will be abandoned by this nar-
row, mandated, restricted process that
the President has outlined to spend
these dollars.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I heard a story
over the weekend. One of our good Sen-
ators from the other body was having a
discussion with one of the Federal bu-
reaucrats and the Federal bureaucrat
said, I resent what you are saying; I re-
sent what you are proposing. I want
you to know that I love your children
every bit as much as you do. The Sen-
ator said, oh, yeah? What are their
names?

I go visit a lot of schools and I see
principals go into classrooms and they
know their names; they know the chil-
dren. Are we to say that they are not
going to do what is best for the chil-
dren, at least as good as what they
would do out of the White House. I pro-
pose that they would do much better.
Let us give them the opportunity. Let
us send the money back to them, and
let them hire and train and help their
teachers, and let us remember the chil-
dren.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, there is a great
story about a teacher, and we all had
these institutional teachers that every-
body loved and feared, but respected
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and learned a lot from. This 30-year
veteran of the school system in Gray,
Georgia, a tiny little town outside of
Macon, she was teaching, and this new
up-start from the Department of Edu-
cation, probably on the 6th floor up
there, third office down to the right, a
very important person with cell phones
and laptop computers, decided she was
going to go down to Gray, Georgia, and
grace the good teacher with some of
her wisdom.

Now, this young lady, who is a fine
person, I am sure, but she had never
taught kids. So she goes down to the
teacher and says, you know, after 30
years of teaching, you have been teach-
ing kids on the right-hand side of the
chalkboard, and do you know that the
left side of the brain learns faster than
the right side, and so what you need to
do is switch and put everything over on
the right side of the chalkboard, or the
left side of the chalkboard, because
that is really where you can improve
your education, teaching. This is a
lady who has been teaching for 30
years, listening to a 25-year-old bu-
reaucrat from Washington, D.C. who
had never put one hour in a classroom.
This was a lady, a veteran teacher that
you and I talk about and our cousins
talk about and our friends talk about
and we still remember what she taught
us about Hemingway and Thoreau and
Chaucer. But the good old Department
of Education, because they love chil-
dren.

It is odd to me how a bureaucrat in
Washington, D.C., as smart as they are,
and as much love as they have in their
hearts can love kids down in Gray,
Georgia, and teach them better than
the people in Gray, but also better
than the people in New York City or
California or Colorado. I mean, these
are very interesting, brilliant people.

The gentleman was talking about
waste. There was an interview this
weekend on a television show with
John Stossel and Barbara Walters, and
what the Clinton person was saying,
well, the Republicans want to slash
class size. And Mr. Stossel, who is a
neutral journalist says, oh, come on.
Local districts pay for education. Is
there no fat in the Education Depart-
ment? In five years, Federal education
funding has increased 20 percent. There
are now 4,000 workers in Washington,
D.C., attending conferences, making
phone calls, and not teaching. Are they
really necessary?

Or how about the $400,000 appro-
priated to build a Doctor Seuss statue.
Is that really necessary? He goes on
and on and on. It is not just the De-
partment of Education. The Depart-
ment of Interior, the Department of
Defense, the Department of Family
Services. Everything has waste in it,
and the only thing we have asked these
bureaucracies in Washington to do is
cut out one penny on the dollar so that
we will not have to spend Social Secu-
rity money. We want to be able to
spend it.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, the examples the

gentleman used are examples that
seem quite obvious to the American
people, but the expenditure is coming
out of the White House.

I want to go back to this example of
the requirement that States use their
education dollars the way the White
House wants to prove the point, be-
cause the assumption is that 100,000
teachers is automatically a good idea.
That sounds good to most people,
100,000 teachers. That sounds like a
very positive thing. Most people who
are familiar with classrooms that are
overcrowded and so on just naturally
assume that that is somehow going to
help. But it ignores the question of
quality, which is the bigger issue and
the more important issue.

What we find time and time again is
that a quality teacher makes far more
difference than a greater volume of
teachers. The research is, across the
academic spectrum, replete with re-
sults showing, and this is one from the
National Center for Policy Analysis,
and I will just read the first paragraph:
‘‘There is little evidence that smaller
classes help students,’’ says education
expert Chester Finn, Jr., who by the
way, was a pretty high-ranking official
in the Department of Education a few
years back, ‘‘and reducing class size
may even hurt student achievement if
the new teachers are mediocre,’’ again,
bringing the argument back to the no-
tion that quality matters more than
quantity. ‘‘Yet, President Clinton has
proposed shrinking classes in the early
grades to 18 students per teacher by
hiring 100,000 more teachers at Federal
expense for 7 years,’’ and the report
goes on further.

In fact, I would ask unanimous con-
sent that this be entered into the
record. It is a brilliant report that
shows that just spending money does
not necessarily accomplish the goal of
improving teacher quality. Sometimes
that can happen. Spending money
sometimes can work, but what we need
are locally-elected school boards; we
need professionals in administrative
positions, superintendents and prin-
cipals and other supervisors who are
capable and competent of using the
dollars in a way that more effectively
meets the needs and objectives of class-
rooms and children and fits consist-
ently within their management style
at a classroom level.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would ask unani-
mous consent to enter that into the
RECORD at this point.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, let me
tell the gentleman another story from
back in the district, Camden County,
Georgia, a Southeast Georgia county
that borders the St. Mary’s River just
North of Jacksonville, Florida. A lady
down there, she was not a teacher, she
was with the local Board of Education
and she had just returned from Athens,
Georgia, where the University of Geor-
gia is located, from an anti-hugging
seminar. Now, that was not the name
of it, but that is what they called it.

What she had to attend was a con-
ference put on by the national Depart-

ment of Education in Athens, Georgia,
for all of the teachers in the 165 school
districts of the State of Georgia on not
being alone with children. They told
her, they said do not ever touch a
child. Okay, a lot of sexual harassment
going on, we can understand the good
intentions here. They said, do not be
alone with the child and do not ever ex-
press any kind of affection. So now she
has to go back and tell all the teachers
in Camden county not to hug, not to
touch, not to be alone with children.

Just think about this a minute. If
you are a C student and you did not get
the quadratic formula the first time
around, you cannot go after school and
see Ms. Jones because she has to have
a witness for that 20 minutes that you
are with her that she did not try any-
thing on you. And if you are a little,
say, a 6-year-old or 7-year-old and you
have some problems with the mechan-
ics of relieving yourself in the boys’ or
girls’ room, sometimes you might need
a teacher assistant. You cannot do that
any more without a witness, because
the National Department of Education
knows best for the children in Camden
County.

She said, but you know what the real
tragedy is? Camden County is the home
of Kings Bay Naval Base, lots of young
moms and dads, lots of parents of very
small children who are away for 6
months at a time. She said, these little
kids have a lot going on in their lives.
They need a hug a lot more than they
need an A, and if we want to help chil-
dren, we need to get the bureaucracy in
Washington off the backs of the teach-
ers in Camden County so that they can
do what they know best locally. And
they are going to use good judgment.

They do not need the bureaucracy of
Washington, D.C. to stick their nose in
their business. I know they are doing it
in, Colorado; but it is just that same
Washington-knows-best culture, let us
spend money because the money well,
as the President said, ‘‘it is not their
money.’’ I guess the President is a very
wealthy guy. But it certainly, as he
says, it is not their money. I would
agree with him, it is certainly not the
Government’s money on any level; it is
the taxpayers’ and the hard-earned
workers’ money that we are spending
here, and that is why we should be very
careful on how we spend it.

b 2030
Mr. SCHAFFER. Absolutely. The as-

sumption that the dollars that the tax-
payers send to Washington do not be-
long to the taxpayers, but to the people
in Washington, I cannot think of a
more arrogant statement for anyone in
Washington to make than that which
was made just today down at the White
House.

Sending those dollars to Washington
also entails being accountable for those
dollars once they are spent. What three
of us discovered, Members of Congress
who actually went down to the Depart-
ment of Education office building a
week ago Friday, was that the Depart-
ment’s budget is not auditable. Their
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accounting system is so bad that the
General Accounting Office and the In-
spector General of the Department of
Education have concluded that for fis-
cal year 1998, their books are still
unauditable, meaning that we will
never really know in full detail where
the money went that was spent in the
Department of Education in 1998.

Mr. KINGSTON. Exactly how much
money is the gentleman talking about
that is unauditable?

Mr. SCHAFFER. Let me use 1999,
since I am more familiar with those
dollars. We spend approximately $35
billion in annual appropriations for the
Department of Education. The Depart-
ment of Education also manages the
loan portfolios of virtually every stu-
dent who has gone to school in Amer-
ica and financed a college education
through a guaranteed government stu-
dent loan.

So when we add the loan portfolio,
this is an agency that is in charge of a
total financial portfolio of about $120
billion annually, and for an agency of
that size, it makes it effectively one of
the largest financial institutions on
the entire planet. Their 1998 books are
not auditable. The American people
and this Congress have no assurance
that the money in 1998 was spent well,
let alone in subsequent years after
that, which the appropriations are
built upon.

The point of all this is, for any presi-
dent or any Cabinet Secretary to sug-
gest that there is no savings to be
found in a department is ludicrous at a
time when they cannot even tell us
where the dollars that are already in
the Department are right now. The
books in the Department are not
auditable.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield further, Mr. Speaker, can the
gentleman tell me this: If the IRS
came to a business and found that busi-
ness could not be audited, and they
were having a dispute over accounting
for tax dollars, what would the IRS do?

Mr. SCHAFFER. Depending upon the
length of time, there may be some ex-
tensions that a business could file, but
not without substantial penalty, and
certainly corporate embarrassment. It
is more a matter of an unacceptability
by stockholders and people who own a
business who would not put up with the
management of their enterprise in such
a way.

Beyond that, failure to audit books
in a way which can provide a clear pic-
ture as to the tax liability will send
people to jail. So in many cases, I
think what the gentleman from Geor-
gia was getting at, in many cases a
business that had a picture like this of
their financial statements not being
auditable would be liable for substan-
tial civil penalties, possibly criminal
penalties, and certainly be looking at
the potential of jail time.

I point all that out, and our goal is
not to send anybody in the Department
of Education to jail or even to fine
them, but the point of all of this is

that my constituents and the gentle-
man’s and the constituents of every
other Member of Congress worked hard
today to pay their income taxes and
send them here to Washington, D.C.
They would prefer to see those dollars
spent on things that they can have
some confidence in at the local level,
maybe for their families, maybe sav-
ings for their own children.

But to have those dollars taken from
them, sent here to Washington, D.C.
and accounted for in such a poor way,
is a true disservice to the American
taxpayer. The bottom line is, the in-
ability to effectively manage the finan-
cial cash flow of a large department
like the Department of Education
hurts children.

This picture right here to my right
represents, and I know it talks about
the inability to audit the financial
books of the Department of Education,
but what is really jeopardized through
this process is the ability to get dollars
to children, to get dollars to the class-
room. Children are hurt when the De-
partment of Education is run so poorly,
as we are discovering this year.

Mr. KINGSTON. Children are denied
the good quality education, the quality
education that they need.

It is interesting that Mobil Oil Com-
pany cut their budget by 11 percent
this year. AT&T cut their budget by $2
billion. Yet, when we go to bureauc-
racies in Washington and ask them to
come up with 1 percent, they cannot
find it.

To me, if I was the President and my
cabinet said that, I would say, look,
you know what, this is not our money;
of course, I know he thinks it is; but,
you have got to find 1 percent. That is
reasonable. Nobody in America cannot
find one cent in a dollar they spend to
come up with savings.

Mr. SCHAFFER. I want to point out
again, Mr. Speaker, this is a simple
picture that represents a big problem.
Talking about finances and accounting
and talking about financial procedures,
accounting procedures, and the port-
folios of loan funds and grant-backed
funds is complicated, monotonous, bor-
ing stuff for a lot of people. We cannot
sum up the nature of the problem by
using some catchy word like 100,000
teachers, like the President would sug-
gest that we ought to do.

What the President ought to be doing
is focusing on this problem right here,
the financial mismanagement of a $120
billion agency that affects children
every day in America. He ought to roll
up his sleeves and go down there to the
Department of Education head-
quarters, just like Members of Con-
gress were willing to do just a few days
ago, and start asking some hard ques-
tions to the people in charge of these
various programs.

I will tell the Members what he will
find, which is just what we found. We
did not find any real resentment or re-
sistance, for that matter. We found
some pretty conscientious employees
who realized they are in deep trouble

and they have a little bit of a mess
over there. They have committed to
working with us as Members of Con-
gress to try to fix these problems.
Again, this is the monotonous, boring,
nuts and bolts details of keeping track
of the people’s tax dollars.

When we allow ourselves to believe,
as the President clearly demonstrated
he does, that it is not their money, it
is not the taxpayers’ money, then it be-
comes easier to rationalize a lot of
waste in Washington. It becomes easier
to rationalize rules and regulations and
mandates and red tape attached to the
taxpayers’ dollars that renders those
dollars less effective.

If we really believe that the money
belongs to the White House and not to
the American people, then it is easy to
start talking about the taxpayers’
hard-earned dollars in terms of cam-
paign one-line gimmicks, rather than
doing the hard work of helping chil-
dren.

That is why there is such a difference
of opinion in this appropriations proc-
ess between the Congress and the
White House, between the Republicans
and the Democrats. On our side of the
aisle, we are willing to do the hard
work to help children, to squeeze the
efficiency out of the Federal govern-
ment so that the taxpayers are honored
by having dollars come to Washington
and help their children learn, not
squander the dollars in Washington as
though they belonged to the White
House and people here in D.C., and that
somehow children do not matter.

That is the difference between the
Republican vision to help children and
the Democrat vision to help govern-
ment.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield, again, all we are asking
Washington to do is to do what people
back home do, come up with 1 cent on
every dollar they spend. One cent in
savings here means savings for retire-
ment, for social security, not just for
seniors today but for all generations.
That is all it takes.

I am on the Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies of the Committee on Appro-
priations, and if I eat a cheese pizza, it
has been inspected by the Food and
Drug Administration. But if I get a
pepperoni pizza, it has to be inspected
by the United States Department of
Agriculture.

I eat lots of pizza because I have four
kids. It would appear to me that surely
we could have the same inspector
checking the pepperoni and the cheese
pizza. I do not know if there is a dif-
ferent department for sardines, and
knowing Washington there probably is,
but it just goes on and on and on here,
the potential savings that are resisted,
and only in this town.

In real America, every American does
what we did yesterday. Sunday morn-
ing, Sunday mid-morning you go
through Parade Magazine, you go
through the local coupons in your local
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Piggly-Wiggly, and I guess, what does
the gentleman have in Colorado, Tar-
get?

Mr. SCHAFFER. We have those, yes.
Mr. KINGSTON. Target sells gro-

ceries, right? What is the gentleman’s
big grocery stores?

Mr. SCHAFFER. We go to
Albertson’s.

Mr. KINGSTON. My mother lives in
Louisville, and I just wanted to make
sure. I knew it was Albertson’s. We
have Piggly-Wiggly. If we want to buy
the Special K cereal or we want to buy
the Clusters, the kind of $3.50 a box
stuff, we have to have the 75 cents, the
25 cents off coupons. Otherwise, we are
going to get Piggly-Wiggly brand.
Some of the Piggly-Wiggly brand is
good but some just cannot quite com-
pete with good old Kellogg’s Corn
Flakes, the best to you each morning.
But we are not going to eat that unless
we can save a quarter or 50 cents.

We are not unusual. We are out there
raising kids. That is just what we do. If
we get our car washed, it is because we
bought 8 gallons worth of gas. When we
fill up our tank, it is when we have
found the cheapest gas station on the
block, the one that is $1.07 a gallon,
not the one that is $1.15. I do not know
who buys that premium unleaded stuff
that is $1.27 a gallon. Somebody must,
but it is not people I know. People I
know do not buy suits unless they are
on sale. They do not buy running shoes
unless they are discontinued. They do
not buy steak, they eat chicken. This
is what American families go through
every single day.

If you want to go on a vacation, you
save up your money and the dryer
breaks, or you have to buy such excit-
ing items as a new set of tires for your
stationwagon. That is what America
goes through daily, not just every now
and then but every single day.

What we are asking Washington to do
just one time, for the sake of social se-
curity and for the sake of not having a
tax increase, just find one measly little
penny on every dollar they save so that
we can protect and preserve social se-
curity, not for the next election but for
the next generation.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to use an example. That is,
what Americans really want is to be
able to send their tax dollars to a le-
gitimate purpose, to help school-
children, in this example. There is a
difference between sending those dol-
lars directly to our local school or
through the State, which the Constitu-
tion clearly places States as the legiti-
mate jurisdiction to set up a public
school system and to manage local
schools. Most States defer a tremen-
dous amount of authority to local
school boards.

Some of those dollars come here to
Washington, D.C. So for a taxpayer
who sends his or her hard-earned edu-
cation tax dollar to Washington, I want
to show the Members where those edu-
cation tax dollars go. Because first,
there is an expense associated with just

paying the taxes, with complying with
the IRS, and the Federal government
spends a certain amount of our edu-
cation dollar right up front just to pay
for the cost of collecting that edu-
cation dollar. That comes right out of
the education apple to begin with.

Then those dollars come here to Con-
gress, and we redistribute those dol-
lars. By the time they leave the United
States Department of Education and
come through this process, the U.S. De-
partment of Education takes its bite
out of the apple, and it is a pretty sub-
stantial bite out of the apple, as well.

Then those Federal education dollars
go back to the States and are adminis-
tered by various State bureaucrats,
and States have to comply with more
Federal rules and regulations. They
have to hire people to accomplish that.
So of the education dollar, the States,
by Federal mandate, are required to
take their portion out of the equation,
as well.

By the time those dollars actually
get to a child or actually get to the
school district, the principal and the
superintendent, of course, they have to
file reports with the Federal govern-
ment, as well. If they have lots of man-
dates and rules and regulations, as the
gentleman from Pennsylvania earlier
pointed out, local school districts have
to hire people to comply with those
Federal education rules and regula-
tions, also.

What we found here in Congress is by
the time an education dollar goes
through that whole process of being
paid by a taxpayer and going back to
their home States, there is only about
30 to 35 percent of that education dol-
lar left. That is about it.

People back home believe that they
are working hard and they want to be-
lieve that the dollars they spend are
helping children back home, but in re-
ality this is what is coming home, just
a couple of bites of the apple. The rest
is cut up in little chunks and pieces,
and bureaucrats all over Washington,
D.C. get their bellies full and they are
comfortable with these education dol-
lars, but the children get a small per-
centage left over.

We want to make this percentage
bigger. In fact, we want to make it as
close to 100 percent as we possibly can
to help children back home.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, as I listen
to the gentleman I remember my days
as a volunteer for United Way. United
Way, for every dollar someone contrib-
utes, it uses less than 10 cents for ad-
ministration. Ninety cents on that dol-
lar goes to the victim, the social serv-
ice recipient, the person in need, 90
cents.

I would love to see the Washington
bureaucracy adopt the United Way
standard, because if we did, then I
think there would be enough money to
do everything to keep everybody satis-
fied.

Mr. SCHAFFER. We really should.
Then there is the question of man-

dates. If I can use a bit of one of these
apples, again, I will use the 35 percent
that goes to the classroom and start
there, as the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania pointed out, in reality, when we
talk about all of the dollars that end
up in a classroom, most of those dol-
lars are State and local dollars. The
Federal government, through this proc-
ess that I mentioned, really sends
about 6 to 7 percent of the classroom
budget, or is responsible for 6 to 7 per-
cent of the classroom budget. Yet, for
this little amount of funding in every
classroom comes the vast majority of
the mandates that principals and
teachers and superintendents have to
deal with.

Again, for this little bit of money we
get this much rules and regulations. It
makes no sense. For many administra-
tors that I speak with, that is the
greatest thing they ask for. They do
not even ask for more money. When it
comes right down to it, they just want
more freedom, more flexibility, more
liberty, to be able to use those dollars
in a way that they see fit.

b 2045
And that brings us back to the origi-

nal point of tonight’s special order, is
that the Republican Party here in Con-
gress desperately wants to help chil-
dren and reach out to school districts
and the classrooms. We want to get
those dollars to the districts in a way
that allows them to spend them in the
way that they see fit. But forcing
States to spend the money the way the
White House wants will result in more
headlines like we see today in New
York going to individuals who are real-
ly not teachers at all, folks who are in
classrooms who are uncertified, incapa-
ble of teaching. They are only there be-
cause somebody in Washington dished
out the cash in large proportions and
invited someone else to spend it.

Mr. Speaker, the children really do
not matter in this headline and we
think that is wrong. We want children
to matter all across the country and
we want to see headlines that are posi-
tive and talking about the great
growth and the world’s best schools.
That is our goal and dream for our
children and our country, and that is
the goal to which we are most
dedicated.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank
those who have joined me in this spe-
cial order tonight.
SMALLER CLASSES NOT AN EDUCATION PANACEA

There is little evidence that smaller class-
es help students, says education expert Ches-
ter E. Finn Jr., and reducing class size may
even hurt student achievement if the new
teachers are mediocre. Yet President Clinton
has proposed shrinking classes in the early
grades to 18 students per teacher by hiring
100,000 more teachers at federal expense for
seven years.

After reviewing the relevant research,
economist Eric Hanuskek of the University
of Rochester concluded ‘‘there is little sys-
tematic gain from general reduction in class
size.’’

Class size has been shrinking for decades—
the national average is now 22 kids per class-
room, down from more than 30 in the 1950s—
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at immense cost, but with no comparable
gain in achievement.

In fact, the Asian countries that trounce
the U.S. on international education assess-
ments have vastly larger classes, often 40 or
50 per teachers.

And in California, When Gov. Pete Wilson
shrank class sizes, veteran teachers left
inner-city schools in droves, lured by higher
pay and easier working conditions in subur-
ban schools that suddenly had openings.

One or two studies that suggest fewer kin-
dergarten children in a classroom is linked
with modest test-score gains, says Finn; but
more research is necessary before it can be
said its efficacy has been proven.

Alternatively, Finn suggests the $12 billion
in new federal spending Clinton proposes
would be better spent to fund $4,000 scholar-
ships for 425,000 low-income students for
seven years. Or it could be used to improve
teaching by providing a $4,500 college tuition
grant for every one of the nation’s 2.7 mil-
lion teachers.

That would be useful. Finn points out, be-
cause the Department of Education reports
that 36 percent of public-school teachers of
academic subjects neither majored nor
minored in their main teaching field.

Source: Chester D. Finn, Jr. (president,
Thomas B. Fordham Foundation) and Mi-
chael J. Petrilli (Hudson Institute), ‘‘The
Elixir of Class Size,’’ Weekly Standard,
March 9, 1998.
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DO NOTHING CONGRESS: AN
UNFINISHED AGENDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want
to spend some time this evening talk-
ing about the unfinished agenda for
this Congress, because it is very likely
that if not this week, then certainly
very soon this Congress and this House
of Representatives will be in recess. I
am hoping that we will be able to com-
plete the budget and the various appro-
priations bills that remain out there
that have not been finalized here in the
House of Representatives. But my
point that I am trying to make tonight
is this Republican leadership, because
the Republicans are in the majority in
the House of Representatives and they
do lead the House of Representatives as
well as the Senate, and essentially
what we see is that the Republicans are
determined to do nothing.

Mr. Speaker, they have not been able
to pass the appropriations bills. They
have not been able to essentially pass a
budget, even though the fiscal year
began October 1. And, if anything,
when we try to pass measures that are
important to the American people such
as Medicare prescription drug benefits
or HMO reform Patients’ Bill of Rights
or campaign finance reform or gun
safety laws that would make a dif-
ference for the American people and
that the public is crying out for in
most cases, what we see is that the Re-
publicans get dragged along reluc-
tantly to do perhaps something about
these issues, but ultimately do not do
anything about it or manage somehow

to make it so that none of this legisla-
tion, none of this positive agenda
pushed by the Democrats ever becomes
law.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to give some
examples, if I can, about the problems
that we are facing with this Republican
leadership and with this unfinished
agenda.

What I find is that the Republican
leadership basically seems to be domi-
nated by the far right, the ultra-
conservatives within the Republican
Party. They constantly talk about the
need for tax cuts that primarily benefit
the wealthy and the larger corpora-
tions. They constantly talk about the
need to get rid of government, couched
somehow in that there are too many
government restrictions and so the
best thing is to get rid of all the re-
strictions and ultimately get rid of the
government.

They get dragged into somehow pass-
ing sometimes, after a long period of
effort on the part of the Democrats,
into passing legislation like the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights for HMO reform.
But then they manage when it goes to
conference between the House and the
Senate to muck it up so nothing ever
gets to the President’s desk.

Essentially what we have is a ‘‘do
nothing Congress.’’ And it is also the
‘‘wrong thing Congress’’ because the
Republicans have the wrong agenda.
They do not want to adopt the Demo-
crats’ agenda and adopt legislation
that helps the American people. They
want to adopt the wrong agenda.

Mr. Speaker, I suppose the biggest
example of that wrong agenda is the
tax cut. Over the summer the Repub-
lican leadership proposed and eventu-
ally passed narrowly a trillion dollar
tax cut for special interests that bene-
fited their wealthy corporate contribu-
tors, but not 1 cent to extend the life of
Social Security or to modernize Medi-
care with a prescription drug plan. In-
stead of allowing debate on a plan that
would allow seniors to buy prescription
drugs at an affordable cost, Repub-
licans joined with the pharmaceutical
industry to belittle the need for such a
plan under Medicare in the first place.

The Republicans fought tooth and
nail to derail a bipartisan Patients’
Bill of Rights that would have taken
medical decision-making away from in-
surance company bureaucrats and re-
turned it back to doctors and patients
where it belongs.

They have sat on, as I mentioned,
common sense gun control to please
the gun lobby. More than 6 months
after the Columbine, Colorado inci-
dent, Republicans in Congress have
still blocked any progress on keeping
guns out of the hands of children and
criminals by shutting the gun show
loophole.

Mr. Speaker, what we are seeing here
is this Republican Congress is all about
inaction, indifference and inertia.
Democrats really have said over and
over again we are not going to go
home, we are not going into recess here

until we get a budget agreement that
addresses some of the outstanding pri-
orities for American families. I know
some of the previous speakers here on
the other side of the aisle tonight have
belittled the 100,000 teachers program
and said it is not necessary, adding
100,000 teachers to bring down class-
room size. Well, they may belittle it,
but we are not going home until we
pass it and we have the extra teachers
to give to the communities to reduce
class size.

Some have even belittled the Cops on
the Beat program saying it gives
money to the towns to hire extra po-
licemen, 50- to 100,000 extra policemen,
but they only get it a few years and
after that they do not have the money
any more. Well, again the idea of add-
ing police and giving some Federal dol-
lars back to the municipalities so they
can hire extra police or extra teachers,
there is no reason why those programs
cannot continue if the Republican lead-
ership was willing to continue to fund
them for the municipalities, help the
towns reduce their property tax rate,
provide more cops and more teachers.

And of course we also have the other
initiatives, the Democratic initiative
to provide funding for school mod-
ernization, to provide more money for
open space so that communities, coun-
ties, States can purchase more prop-
erty for open space.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to go into
some of these issues tonight in the
time that I have. I am not going to use
all of the time, but I am going to go
into some of the details about how the
Republican agenda is this ultra-
conservative, right wing agenda, main-
ly tax cuts for the rich, and how they
have not really dealt with the average
problems or the concerns of the Amer-
ican people.

Let me talk a little bit about this
Republican tax cut, because what I find
is that my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle, they want to sort of forget
that they put together this trillion dol-
lar tax cut primarily for the wealthy.
They talked about it a lot over the
summer, but I guess they realized it
did not work and the American public
did not want it, so they do not talk
about it much anymore.

Just a little bit about it. It was pri-
marily, overwhelmingly I should say,
skewed towards the wealthy and cor-
porations. It meant $46,000 extra per
year for the wealthiest taxpayers but
only $160 per year for the average mid-
dle-class family. And there were $21
billion in special interest tax breaks
for big business.

The other thing, of course, is that
what they do when they enact this tril-
lion dollar tax cut, which the President
wisely vetoed, is that that does not
leave any money in the surplus that
can be used to pay down the national
debt. The President said that he want-
ed to use the surplus that was gen-
erated by the Balanced Budget Act to
pay down the national debt, to shore up
Social Security and Medicare.
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